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(1) by the end of the 106th Congress, Con-

gress should revisit and restore a substantial 
portion of the reductions in payments under 
the medicare program under title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et 
seq.) to providers caused by enactment of the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (Public Law 105–
133; 111 Stat. 251); and 

(2) if Congress fails to restore a substantial 
portion of the reductions in payments under 
the medicare program to health care pro-
viders caused by enactment of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997, then Congress should 
pass legislation that directs the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to administer 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act as if a 
1-year moratorium for fiscal year 2001 were 
placed on all reductions in payments to 
health care providers that were a result of 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3880

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding the restoration of reductions in 
payments under the medicare program 
caused by the Balanded Budget Act of 1997)
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING RE-
DUCTIONS IN MEDICARE PAYMENTS 
RESULTING FROM THE BALANCED 
BUDGET ACT OF 1997. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Since its passage, the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997 (Public Law 105–133; 111 Stat. 251) 
has drastically cut payments under the 
medicare program under title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) in 
the areas of hospital services, home health 
sevices, skilled nursing facility services, and 
other services. 

(2) While the reductions were originally es-
timated at around $100,000,000,000 over 5 
years, recent figures put the actual cuts in 
payments under the medicare program at 
over $200,000,000,000. 

(3) These cuts are not without con-
sequence, and have caused medicare bene-
ficiaries with medically complex needs to 
face increased difficulty in accessing skilled 
nursing care. Furthermore, in a recent study 
on home health care, nearly 70 percent of 
hospital discharge planners surveyed re-
ported a greater difficulty obtaining home 
health services for medicare beneficiaries as 
a result of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 

(4) In the area of hospital care, a 4 percent-
age point drop in rural hospitals’ inpatient 
margins continues a dangerous trend that 
threatens access to health care in rural 
America. 

(5) With passage of the Medicare, Medicaid, 
and SCHIP Balanced Budget Refinement Act 
of 1999 (113 Stat. 1501A–372), as enacted into 
law by section 1000(a)(6) of Public Law 106–
113, Congress and the President took positive 
steps toward fixing some of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997’s unintended con-
sequences, but this relief was limited to just 
10 percent of the actual cuts in payments to 
provider caused by the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997. 

(6) Expeditious action is required to pro-
vide relief to medicare beneficiaries and 
health care providers. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that by the end of the 106th 
Congress, Congress should revisit and restore 
a substantial portion of the reductions in 
payments under the medicare program under 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) to providers caused by en-
actment of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 
(Public Law 105–133; 111 Stat. 251). 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be allowed to 
proceed in morning business for up to 
15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

DEATH TAX ELIMINATION ACT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I want to 
spend a few moments this afternoon to 
explain why I opposed the Republican 
proposal to repeal the Federal estate 
tax and why I supported the alter-
native Democratic proposal to provide 
relief in the estate tax for those who, 
in my judgment, need it the most, that 
is, small businesses, family farms, and 
those who are more modestly situated 
than those who would receive the most 
of the relief under the Republican pro-
posal. 

The current estate tax was first en-
acted by Congress in 1916, partly at the 
behest of President Teddy Roosevelt. 
Teddy Roosevelt was right; it is appro-
priate for there to be an estate tax on 
those who prosper so greatly in the 
American economic system in order to 
provide some assistance to those who 
have worked hard but have fallen be-
hind and in order also to do some 
things we must do in order to improve 
our society and our communities. That 
is the basic tenet of a progressive sys-
tem of taxation. 

I think President Teddy Roosevelt 
was also correct that the tax should 
not be designed in such a way as to dis-
courage people from seeing to it that 
their children are more secure but, 
rather, it should be aimed at immense 
fortunes which have been created. 

That is why I supported the Demo-
cratic proposal to reform the estate tax 
to provide prompt relief to small busi-
ness owners and farmers rather than 
voting for the Republican proposal 
which would have repealed it more 
slowly over the next 10 years but then 
would have totally repealed it for even 
the greatest portion. 

The Democratic proposal targets tax 
relief to persons with estates, small 
businesses, and family farms of up to $8 
million. By increasing the exemption 
for qualified family-owned business in-
terests from its current level of $2.6 
million per couple to $4 million per 
couple in 2001 and $8 million per couple 
in 2009, the Democratic alternative pro-
vides significant immediate relief and 
then removes altogether the tax for the 
vast majority of the 2 percent of family 

farms and small businesses that are 
currently subject to the tax. 

In contrast, the Republican plan re-
moves no one from the estate tax bur-
den totally for another 10 years but 
then removes even the largest estate 
completely at huge costs to the Treas-
ury. 

In addition to providing relief imme-
diately, the Democratic proposal does 
so at a more reasonable cost—$64 bil-
lion over 10 years—compared to $105 
billion for the Republican repeal. This 
$40 billion difference can and should go 
to other important national priorities, 
such as a prescription drug benefit for 
Medicare, making a college education 
more affordable, extending Medicare 
solvency, or reducing the national 
debt. 

The Republican repeal would cost 
much more than that because in the 
second 10 years—from 2011 to 2020, the 
same decade in which the baby 
boomers begin to retire and place 
strains on the Medicare system and on 
Social Security—the repeal is esti-
mated to cost up to $750 billion. 

That is what these two charts show. 
There is a significant revenue loss from 
the Republican repeal, starting in 2010 
at the rate of about $23 billion a year, 
going up to $53 billion a year in 2015, 
and then $66 billion a year in 2020, $82 
billion in 2025, and so forth. 

That kind of severe strain on the 
Treasury begins in about the year 
2010—that is, at the same time when 
there is a great demand on the Treas-
ury to make payments to Social Secu-
rity. Until about 2015, Social Security 
is in surplus. But then in about 2015, 
Social Security takes in less than it is 
paying out, and the Treasury from the 
general fund must begin to pay back to 
Social Security a part of the debt 
which has been built up for Social Se-
curity. Those payments significantly 
increase, starting in the year 2015 from 
$12 billion a year, to $183 billion in 2020, 
to $416 billion a year in 2025, and so 
forth. 

That is one of the major problems 
with the estate tax proposal the Repub-
lican majority offered—that the drain 
it is going to place on the Treasury, 
the loss to the Treasury, begins to hit 
severely at precisely the same time, or 
at least approximately the same time, 
as there is a significant shortfall for 
Social Security and when payments 
must be paid from the Treasury to So-
cial Security if we are going to keep 
our promise to those who retire in 
those years. 

I believe taxes should be distributed 
fairly among all Americans. To give a 
huge tax cut to the wealthiest among 
us at the expense of important national 
priorities for the rest of us, at the risk 
of not being able to pay what is re-
quired to Social Security recipients, 
what is committed to be paid to them, 
and what was promised to be paid to 
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the recipients of Social Security start-
ing in the years 2015 and beyond, is a 
serious mistake. It is simply wrong. 

I believe the Democratic estate tax 
reform plan is consistent with national 
priorities and is consistent with keep-
ing our commitments to Social Secu-
rity. The alternative Republican plan 
puts those commitments at risk and 
puts those priorities at risk. That is 
why I thought the Democratic plan was 
fairer to our taxpayers and fairer to 
this Nation. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
f 

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY RELIEF 
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2000—
Continued 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 

would like to share a few thoughts on 
the marriage penalty tax and why I be-
lieve it is long past time to remove 
that tax from our body politic. 

I would also like to share a few 
thoughts on my excitement and thrill 
about seeing the vote earlier today in 
which we joined the overwhelming vote 
of the House of Representatives in 
eliminating the death tax. I believe it 
is a tax that causes an extraordinary 
burden on the American economy. It 
disrupts the small, closely-held busi-
nesses in America. It actually impedes 
smaller, growing, profitable businesses 
that are reaching the levels to compete 
with a Wal-Mart, or a Home Depot, or 
a Car Quest store—the companies that 
are doing so well locally. Then 10, 15, or 
20 years down the road, bam, the lead-
ing stockholder dies and the corpora-
tion owes $6 million, $8 million, $10 
million, $12 million, or $30 million in 
estate taxes. They either have to sell 
off their corporation, go into debt, or 
do whatever to pay it. People do not 
understand it. 

If you start an auto parts store 
chain, and I know of an example of 
this, and build up to 27 stores, and the 
senior man who owns the business dies, 
they evaluate every single store, every 
part on every counter in those stores 
as if it is for sale. Say it is worth $50 
million and the family has been invest-
ing, every day, all of the profits, basi-
cally in expanding the business, and 
the tax they owe, 55 percent, is on the 
entire value of the corporation. So 
where do they get the money? 

What I know happened in a company 
as I am describing, the family faced a 
major decision. What did they decide 
to do? They sold out to Car Quest, a na-
tional corporation. There is nothing 
wrong with it, it is a fine company, but 
instead of being a competitor to Car 
Quest and Auto Zone and the other big 
dealers, they were out of business. The 
customers lost. The hometown dis-
tribution center in Alabama, where 
that company was, closed down and 
they had the Car Quest distribution 
center in another part of the State. 

We are chopping off the heads of 
growing, vibrant corporations, just as 
they get to the point to compete with 
the big multinational and national cor-
porations worth billions of dollars. We 
ought not to be doing that. It is not 
good public policy. It brings in very lit-
tle money. I don’t think we ought to be 
afraid about projections of how much it 
would cost. It is certainly not going to 
cost much in the next 10 years. At the 
rate of growth of this economy, we will 
be more than able to pay for it, and 
these numbers do not include the 
strength and aid the elimination of 
this tax will give to the American 
economy. 

But the power to tax is a major 
power of our National Government. 
When you take money from individual 
American citizens, you take their 
wealth from them, as we do in the Gov-
ernment every day when we collect 
taxes. We take their autonomy, their 
freedom, their independence, and their 
power over the things they have 
earned. It is a diminishment of the 
strength and independence and auton-
omy of a citizen, when you increase 
taxes. It is an increase in the power, 
the strength, the domination of the 
Government who takes that tax. 

When we have a time in this Nation 
that we are growing and vibrant and we 
have some extra money coming in, we 
have a choice. Are we going to keep 
taking that money or are we going to 
allow it to go back to the American 
people? I have seen the studies from 
the Office of Management and Budget 
that show, as a percentage of the total 
gross domestic product, the Govern-
ment is taking more money today than 
at any time since the height of World 
War II. In 1992, when President Clinton 
took office, the percentage of the gross 
domestic product, the total of all goods 
and services produced in our Nation 
going to the Federal Government, was 
17.6 percent. It is now hitting about 20.9 
percent, the largest in history since 
the peak of World War II when we had 
a life-and-death struggle going on in 
the world. 

I am, first of all, a supporter of tax 
cuts because I believe they restore and 
move us in the direction we ought to 
head, and that is our heritage as Amer-
icans. I spent some time recently in 
Europe. We were stunned to find the 
Europeans are paying, on average, 67 
percent of their income to the govern-
ment. Their economies are not nearly 
what ours is. We have much lower un-
employment. The highest growth rate 
in gross domestic product in the world 
last year, among industrial nations, 
was the United States. 

I remember reading an article in USA 
Today, and they interviewed three 
businessmen—one each from Germany, 
Japan, and England. They asked them 
why our economy was better than 
theirs. They said unanimously it is be-
cause the United States had less taxes, 

less regulation, and a greater commit-
ment to the free market. 

I asked Chairman Alan Greenspan, 
the architect, many say, of this growth 
economy we are in, did he agree with 
that. He immediately looked up at me 
and he said: I absolutely agree with 
that. 

So my concern, my drive, is not to 
try to see if I can get votes by prom-
ising people we are going to reduce 
their taxes. What I want to see is our 
Nation establish its heritage of private 
sector development and growth that is 
allowing us to lead the world, without 
doubt, economically, industrially, en-
vironmentally, and scientifically. 
When you talk to people in Europe, 
they take it as a given that our econ-
omy is stronger than theirs. They do 
not even discuss the subject. They try 
to say why they chose a different path, 
but they acknowledge the strength of 
our American economy. 

I have one more prefatory statement. 
A tax is a penalty. A gift of money is 
a subsidy. Things you penalize, you get 
less of. Things you subsidize, you get 
more of. I think that is a fundamental 
law of human nature and of the econ-
omy, little to be disputed at this point. 

So the next tax we need to be talking 
about is a tax on marriage. In this Na-
tion, we impose a tax on the institu-
tion of marriage. As we all know, mar-
riage is the cornerstone of strength in 
any society. We have seen study after 
study, ever since Dan Quayle raised the 
issue and Atlantic Monthly wrote an 
article that Dan Quayle was right, that 
the marriage breakup is damaging to 
our country. We have created a tax pol-
icy in this country that penalizes the 
institution of marriage and subsidizes 
singleness. 

I had a staff person make a state-
ment to me a couple of years ago that 
stunned me. She said: JEFF, you know 
we were divorced in January. We got a 
$1,600 improvement on our taxes by 
being divorced. If we had been smart 
enough to have divorced in December, 
we would have saved $1,600 both years. 

We are in the business now in this 
country of paying people a tax bonus 
for divorce. We are causing them to 
suffer a tax penalty, on average of 
$1,400, if they get married. That is not 
good public policy. It is wrong. It is un-
fair. It should not continue. The Presi-
dent has indicated in his State of the 
Union Address it ought to be elimi-
nated. I do not know who would be 
against that. It is time to end it now, 
and this Senate is going to do so. We 
are going to do it. I expect the Presi-
dent will sign it. I certainly hope so. 

We have a surplus now of record pro-
portions, of $1 trillion outside Social 
Security. I hear a number of my fellow 
Members of the Senate on the other 
side of the aisle who express concern if 
we have a few tax cuts that represent 
only a small part of the $1 trillion in 
the non-Social Security surplus we are 
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